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Sir: 

Thss js a Reply E^rlef In response tc5 the Examiner's answer dated 22 
November 2006 In the subject application, 

RESTATEIiEnT OF GROUNDS OF I^EJECTION 
Claims 19 and 21 ^tmd rejected under 36 U,S.C. 102(b) over Stern (USP 
5J71321). 

Claims 1, 3., 6, 10-11, 13-15, and 22 stand rejected under 3S U.S.C, 103(a) 
over Stern , 

Claims 2, 4. 8-8. 12. 16-18, and 20 stand rejected under 3S U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Stern and Adaohi et al (USP 5,631.664, hereinafter AdachI). 
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REIiARKS RE0AIIDiNG EXAIilNER* ANSWER 
Claim 1 cbims a display device that includes a Hgfit guide and a movable 
element, wlierelii the movable eSemenl situated in an evacuated space beliow 0.1 
atmosphere. 

The Examiner*s Answer asserts: "Smce this space b extremely small and as 
such the pressure would obviously be ve?y low'' (Examiner's Answer, page 8, last 
paragraph). The appibant respeolfully disagrees with this assertion. 

As is we!l known to one of akHi in the art, the size of a space is independent of 
the pressure within the space. A small space can be pressurized to h^gh pressures, 
or evacuated to bw pressures, regardless of the size of tlie space. 

Additionally, Stern specitloaHy teaches providing holes in a movable element 
(a lap beam') to equalise the pressure m the space above and bebwthe tap beam of 
a display device: 

"These holes provide two functions,,, [theyj provide an escape route for any 
ah^ trapped between a tap beam and either the light storage plate or the 
viewing substrate as the tap beam is aotuated toward the plate or substrate." 
(Stern., column 41, lines 36-41) 

The applicant respeolfuHy maintains that creating botes that provide an escape route 

for air trapped in the space argues against the Examiner's assertion that Stern 

teaches that "the movable element is situated in an evacuated space below CK1 

atmosphere", as speoificaily claimed in daim 1 

Claim 2 claims a display devfee that includes a fight guide and a movable 
element, wherein the sefection means comprise transparent eieotrodes and, in 
operation, the movable element contacts the light guide at the location of an 
eteelrode, thus causing light to be emitted through the transparent eiectrode. 

The applicant respaoifylly maintains that there is no suggestion in the prior art 
to combine Stern and Adachi, and that even if these references are combined, the 
combination faPs to teaoh each of the etements of claim 1 , 

Stern specificaHy teaches gaps in the afectrodes at the looatlon of contact 
between the movable element and the Sight guide (see FIG. 5, betovv: eieotrodes 47). 
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Adaohl teaches a display that uses transparent eiectrodas in a different technology 
(ferroe^ectrb). 

The Examiner^ Answer acknowtedges that "$o long as [creating the 
combination] takes into account only knowtedge which was within the lave? of 
ordinary skiH at the t?me the claimed invention was made, and does not mclude 
knowledge gteaned only from the appSicanfs disclosure, such a reconstruction is 
proper". The Examiner falls to show why one of ordinary skill in the art would be lead 
by a display that uses mechanical contacts and a display that uses ferroelectric 
inversion to create a display that hickides transparent electrodes and a movable 
element that contacts a Nght gukle at the location of the electrode. 

The applicant notes that the final Office actbn states that the motrvatk)n to 
combine these references Is '*so tht^t the transparent electrodes can be psiaced on the 
surface of the movable element at the ^ght emitted portion without blocking the llght>'' 
The applicant maintains that this motivation is gteaned from the appllcanfs 
disclosure, because neither Stern nor Adachi; suggests that the transparent 
electrodes can be placed on the surface of the movable etenient at the light emitled 
portion without blockmg the l^ght. 

Additionally^ assuming In argument that one of ordinary skill in the ar^: would 
replace Stern*s opaque electrodes with Adachi^s transparent electrodes, the appfcant 
respectfully maintains that this combination will not produce a movable element that 
contacts the light guide at the location of an electrode, because Stern specifically 
teaches contacting the light guide at locations that do not include the electrodes. 

Claim 19, upon which cteirn 21 depends, olahns a d^sp^ay device that inck^des 
a light guide and a movable element wherein the movable element or the light guide 
?s provided with an anti-adhesbn layer on the side at which the contact is made 
between the movable element and the fight guide. 

The Examiner maintains that Stem's layer 66 corresponds to the claimed anti- 
adhesion layer (Examiner's Answer, page 7, last line - page 8, line 5), The applicant 
respectfully disagrees. 
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Stem's FIG. 5 la illustrated below; 




Substrate 12 Is a llghtgulde, and layer 28 Is a movable element; when layer 28 

is brought in optical contact with IsghtguMe 12, light from the ligntguide Is transmlttecl 

through the device. Stern tesKhes; 

"the embedded electret [66] produces corresponding attractive image charge 
In the tap beam electrode 47, resulting in a constant electrostatic downward 
force on the tap beam, holding the beam in contact with the top surface 34 of 
the light storage plate mesa 26." (Stem, column 13, fines 38-42.) 

The applicant respectfully maintains that a layer 66 that Is specifically 
designed to hold the flexible member in contact with the light guide cannot be said to 
correspond to "an antl-adheslon layer on the side at which the contact Is made 
between the movable element and the light guide" as specifically claimed In claim 10. 

At the above cited text, the Examiner states: "the attractive electret on the 
layer 66 cause the tap beam to be removed from the viewing substrate stand-offs 46, 
i.e. cause the tap beam to not adhere or stick to the viewing substrate stand-olts 46", 
The applicant respectfully maintains that ttiis interpretation Is not consistent with 
Stern's teaching. The Examiner's position is that the adhesive forces between light 
guide 12 ar-sd the movable element 28 constitute an antl-adheslve force relative to a 
layer opposite to the light guide. The Examiner's assertion renders the term "antl- 
adhesion" meaningless, because an attractive force in one direction can always be 
termed a repulsive force In the opposite direction. 
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The applicant respectfulSy maintains that terms in a daim must be interpreted 
?n vtew of the appNcanfs specrfioation, and in view of how the term is ganerally used 
the art. One of ordinary sk9l in the art wouy not interpret SterrVs electret layer 66 
that is designed to hold the ftextofe member to the Nght guide as an ''anti-adhesron" 
layer. 



Because Stem falls to teach or suggest a movable element that .situated in 
an evacuated space bebw 0, 1 atmosphere, and because the Examiner's assertion 
that small spaces necessarily imply very low pressure is erroneous, the appHcant 
respeotfuOy requests that the Examinefs rejection of claims 1. 3, 5, 10-11 and 13-15 
under 35 U,S,C. 1D3(a) over Stern foe reversed by the Board, and the claims be 
allowed to pass to Issue. 

Because neither Stem nor Adaohi teaches a movabte element with a 
transparent electrode at a point of contact with a light source, and because Stern 
specifically teaches opaque electrodes at the periphery of the contact point with the 
Nght source, the applicant respectfyyy requests that the Examiner s rejection of 
claims 2, 4, 8-9, 12, 16-18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Stern be reversed by 
the Board, and the oSaims be a^bvvad to pass to issue., 

Because Stern fails to teach an anthadhesion layer between the movable 
element and the light source, the applicant rBspectfuHy requests that the Examroer's 
rejection of cfeirns 19 and 21 under 35 U.SX. 102(b} over Stern be reversed by the 
Board, and the claims foe allowed to pass to issue. 



COflCLySIONS 



Robert MoDerrfiott, Attorney 
Realstration Number 41 .508 
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